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Period for Reply 


A SHORTENED STATUTORY PERIOD FOR REPLY IS SET TO EXPIRE 3 MONTH(S) OR THIRTY (30) DAYS, 
WHICHEVER IS LONGER, FROM THE MAILING DATE OF THIS COMMUNICATION. 

- Extensions of time may be available under the provisions of 37 CFR 1 .136(a). In no event, however, may a reply be timely filed 
after SIX (6) MONTHS from the mailing date of this communication. 

- If NO period for reply is specified above, the maximum statutory period will apply and will expire SIX (6) MONTHS from the mailing date of this communication. 

- Failure to reply within the set or extended period for reply will, by statute, cause the application to become ABANDONED (35 U.S.C. § 133). 
Any reply received by the Office later than three months after the mailing date of this communication, even if timely filed, may reduce any 
earned patent term adjustment. See 37 CFR 1 .704(b). 

Status 

1 )^| Responsive to communication(s) filed on 27 March 2008 . 
2a )£3 This action is FINAL. 2b)^ This action is non-final. 

3) D Since this application is in condition for allowance except for formal matters, prosecution as to the merits is 

closed in accordance with the practice under Ex parte Quayle, 1935 CD. 11, 453 O.G. 213. 

Disposition of Claims 

4) ^3 Claim(s) 1-20 is/are pending in the application. 

4a) Of the above claim(s) is/are withdrawn from consideration. 

5) D Claim(s) is/are allowed. 

6) |EI Claim(s) 1-20 is/are rejected. 

7) D Claim(s) is/are objected to. 

8) D Claim(s) are subject to restriction and/or election requirement. 

Application Papers 

9) IZI The specification is objected to by the Examiner. 

10)D The drawing(s) filed on is/are: a)^ accepted or b)^ objected to by the Examiner. 

Applicant may not request that any objection to the drawing(s) be held in abeyance. See 37 CFR 1.85(a). 
Replacement drawing sheet(s) including the correction is required if the drawing(s) is objected to. See 37 CFR 1.121(d). 
The oath or declaration is objected to by the Examiner. Note the attached Office Action or form PTO-152. 

Priority under 35 U.S.C. § 119 

12)D Acknowledgment is made of a claim for foreign priority under 35 U.S.C. § 119(a)-(d) or (f). 
a)D All b)D Some * c)D None of: 

1 0 Certified copies of the priority documents have been received. 

20 Certified copies of the priority documents have been received in Application No. . 

3.Q Copies of the certified copies of the priority documents have been received in this National Stage 
application from the International Bureau (PCT Rule 17.2(a)). 
* See the attached detailed Office action for a list of the certified copies not received. 
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DETAILED ACTION 
Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

1. Claims 1-6, 11-16 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Settle, III (hereinafter Settle, US Patent No. 7,158,944) in view of Keyes et al. 
(hereinafter Keyes, US Patent No. 6,456,983) in view of Bonner (Bonner-Makovsky, 
Diane. "Selecting and Monitoring External Collection Agencies". Topics in Health Care 
Financing. Gaithersburg: Fall 1993. Vol. 20, lss.1; pg. 71 9 pgs.) 

Re claim 1: Settle discloses: 

subscribing with an online collections services system wherein a Client inputs 
profile data and wherein the Client is in search of a Provider for collecting receivables 
on behalf of the Client where the receivables are amounts owed to the Client as a result 
of extending credit to a third party ("The present invention utilizes a computer-based 
communications network to provide client users the opportunity to significantly expand 
their scope of choice as between prospective providers of services ...The present 
invention will serve to substantively automate, enhance and expedite the underlying 
processes facilitating the selection of a service provider based on the customized 
specifications of the client")-see col. 3 lines 1-20, cols. 3-8; col. 1 1 lines 8-24; 
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providing information related to the receivables for collection through the online 
collections services system, where the receivables characterization is available to one 
or more Providers to enable the one or more Providers to quote competitive rates for 
collecting the receivables ("The present invention is a method and apparatus for 
facilitating the selection of legal and legal-related service providers. ")-see col. 3, in 
particular lines 57-59; Fig.4A (Area of Practice-Collections); col. 1 1 lines 8-24; 

Settle does not specifically disclose wherein the online collections services system 
characterizes the receivables based on a combination of type of receivable, age of 
receivable and a likelihood of collecting the receivables. Keyes discloses calculating a 
score per delinquent account based on the subject delinquent account, the lapse of time 
from the last payment made on the subject delinquent account, age of account, and 
probability of the payor being likely to make payments on a delinquent account. The 
historical delinquent accounts are scored, and thereafter placed into a plurality of 
groups, with the high and low scores of these groups defining an associated score 
cluster or range of scores. -see cols. 5-6. It would have been obvious to one having 
ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to modify Settle to specifically 
include scoring a delinquent account based on the subject delinquent account, the lapse 
of time from the last payment made on the subject delinquent account, age of account, 
and probability of the payor being likely to make payments on a delinquent account as 
taught by Keyes in order to make a disposition decision on a group by group basis. 
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Settle discloses: 

enabling the Client to select one of a plurality of options to identify one or more eligible 
providers to collect the receivables, wherein the plurality of options comprises (1) a 
bidding process where the Client specifies a plurality of bidding participants to bid on 
the collection of receivables and identifies a one or more Providers, (2) an optimization 
process where the Client specifies preference information and is presented with the one 
or more eligible Providers determined to be capable of providing an optimal return for 
the collection of receivables and (3) a manual process where the Client searches for 
one or more Providers based on search criteria; selecting the single Provider identified 
by the selected option to collect the receivables, -see col. 3 line 23 to col. 4 line 8; col. 5 
lines 26-56; col. 6 lines 21-59; col. 1 1 lines 1 -24. 

Settle does not disclose enabling the Client to access provider rating data, 
wherein the provider rating data comprises historical and current performance data 
including a combination of number of dollars collected, number of dollars placed, age of 
receivable, and geographical location the third party, and selecting a Provider based on 
provider rating data. Bonner however, teaches evaluating an agency based on 
collection performance (current and historical), remittance reporting, current open 
accounts, analysis of collections by patient zip code[geographical location], and 
selecting a collection agency based on the rating. -see p. 2 para. 7 to p. 4. It would have 
been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art to include in the method and 
apparatus of selecting legal service providers of Settle the ability to access client rating 
data and select an agency based on the rating data as taught by Bonner since the 
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claimed invention is merely a combination of old elements, and in the combination each 
element merely would have performed the same function as it did separately, and one 
of ordinary skill in the art would have recognized that the results of the combination 
were predictable. 

Re claims 2,3,4: Settle discloses: 

wherein the bidding process enables the Client to 
submit a set of receivables for auction and specify limitations regarding the bidding 
process-see col. 11, line 8-25; col. 5 lines 52-56; col. 3 lines 24-67; 

wherein the optimization process involves displaying one or more Providers able to 
provide an optimal return to the Client 
for selection. -see col. 7 lines 1-20; 

wherein the manual process comprises a step of searching for one or more 
Providers based on Client defined characteristics wherein the Client initiates contact 
with the one or more Providers-see col. 3 lines 24-67. 

Re claim 5: Settle discloses a step of utilizing Provider data in selecting one or 
more Providers wherein Provider data comprises Provider type-see col. 6 lines 21-44. 

Re claim 6: Settle and Keyes do not disclose rating one or more selected 
Providers with respect to Provider performance in servicing receivables. Bonner 
however, teaches ("The chart may be used as a basis for comparison of the collection 
agencies... agencies may be compared based upon their total scores resulting from the 
rating process")-see p. 2 para. 8. It would have been obvious to one having ordinary 
skill in the art at the time the invention was made to modify Settle and Keyes to 
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specifically include rating a provider in order to assess an agency's ability to collect on 
past-due accounts. 

Re claims 11-16: Further a system would have been necessary to perform the 
method of previously rejected claims 1- 6 above, and are therefore rejected using the 
same art and rationale. 

2. Claims 7,8, 17, 18 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Settle in view of Keyes in further view of Basch et al. (hereinafter Basch, US 
Patent. No. 6,1 19,103) in further view of Raffel et al. (hereinafter Raffel, US Patent No. 
7,379,064). 

Re claim 7: Settle discloses: 
subscribing with an online collections services system wherein a Provider inputs Provider 
data wherein the Provider data is used to identify for a Client the Provider's ability to 
successfully collect receivables where the receivables are amounts owed to the Client 
as a result of extending credit to a third party-see cols. 3-8, col. 11 lines 3-24; 

Although Settle discloses ("The RFP delineates the particular services needed, 
together with whatever factual particulars, and limiting criteria relating to same that they 
deem pertinent so as to enable prospective service providers to submit responsive 
proposals. ")-col. 5 lines 52-56 and ("the subscriber then obtains access to a full text 
version of the selected RFP 9608), which will typically contain a more detailed listing of 
the services needed together with any additional specifications as are required or 
desired by the listing client to be addressed in a responsive proposal to provide such 
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services. ")-see col. 1 1 lines 8-24, Settle does not specifically disclose viewing one or 
more receivable ratings associated with one or more receivables, wherein the 
receivable ratings indicate a characterization of the receivables based on a combination 
of type of receivable, age of receivable and a likelihood of collecting the receivables 
where the receivables characterization is available to one or more Providers to enable 
the one or more Providers to quote competitive rates for collecting the receivables. 

Keyes discloses calculating a score per delinquent account based on the subject 
delinquent account, the lapse of time from the last payment made on the subject 
delinquent account, age of account, and probability of the payor being likely to make 
payments on a delinquent account. The historical delinquent accounts are scored, and 
thereafter placed into a plurality of groups, with the high and low scores of these groups 
defining an associated score cluster or range of scores. -see cols. 5-6. It would have 
been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made 
to modify Settle to specifically include scoring a delinquent account based on the 
subject delinquent account, the lapse of time from the last payment made on the subject 
delinquent account, age of account, and probability of the payor being likely to make 
payments on a delinquent account as taught by Keyes in order to make a disposition 
decision on a group by group basis. 

Although Keyes do disclose enabling to access client rating data as discussed in 
the previous paragraph, Keyes do not specifically disclose wherein the client rating 
data comprises a size of the Client's business, open accounts, and percent of Client's 
placements collected to be used in part to identify potential problems with collection 
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efforts. Basch however, teaches a computer implemented method for predicting 
financial risks and access to account data including data on all currently open accounts, 
accounts in delinquency, bankruptcy or non-bankrupt charge-offs. 

Basch does not specifically disclose that the account data includes size of the 
Client's business. Raffel however, teaches providing users access to client rating data 
including size of a Client's business-see col. 32 lines 55-63 and Fig. 36. It would have 
been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made 
to modify Settle and Keyes to specifically disclose client rating data include size of 
Client's business, open accounts, and delinquent accounts as taught by Basch and 
Raffel in order to provide account data used in predicting financial risk. 
Settle discloses the remaining limitations as in claim 1 above and are rejected using the 
same art and rationale. 

Re claim 8: Settle discloses participating in a bidding process where the Provider 
submits one or more bids for one or more sets of receivables for auctions, -see col. 11 
lines 3-24. 

Re claims 17, 18: Further a system would have been necessary to perform the 
method of previously rejected claims 7-8 above, and are therefore rejected using 
the same art and rationale. 

3. Claims 9 and 19 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Settle , Keyes , Basch and Raffel as applied to claims 7 and 17 above and further in 
view of Lupien (US Patent No. 6,012,046). 
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Re claim 9: Settle, Keyes, Basch and Raffel do not disclose further comprising a 
step of viewing current bids of other participating bidders without revealing the identity 
of the other participating bidders. It is well known in the art that anonymous bidding is 
commonplace as evidenced by Lupien ("anonymously matches buy and sell orders. ")- 
see col. 4, lines 27-29. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary 
skill in the art at the time the invention was made to modify Settle , Keyes, Basch and 
Raffel to include anonymous trading as is well known in the art in order to avoid other 
participants influencing the price of the item or service for sale. 

Re claim 19: Further a system would have been necessary to perform the 
method of previously rejected claim 9 and is therefore rejected using the same art and 
rationale. 

4. Claims 10 and 20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Settle, Keyes, Basch and Raffel as applied to claims 7 and 17 above and further in 
view of Ojha (US. Patent No. 6,598,026). 

Re claim 10: Settle, Keyes, Basch, and Raffel do not disclose dynamically rating 
one or more clients. Ojha however, shows ("According to a specific embodiment, the 
metric is simply the number of offers honored less the number reneged. A large positive 
value representing a 'good' reputation... ")-see col. 3, lines 21-47. It would have been 
obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to 
modify Settle , Keyes, Basch and Raffel to include rating a buyer in order for the seller 
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to be able to avoid dealing with a buyer who may not fulfill his/her obligations to the 
contract. 

Re claim 20: Further a system would have been necessary to perform the 
method of previously rejected claim 10 and is therefore rejected using the same art and 
rationale. 

Response to Arguments 

5. Applicant's arguments with respect to claim1-20 have been considered but 
are moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

Conclusion 

6. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. 

"How Do You Rate?" Banking World. July 1991 pg. 19. -cited for its reference 
to the rating of companies. 

Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in 
this Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP 
§ 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 
CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
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extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Elda Milef whose telephone number is (571)272-8124. 
The examiner can normally be reached on Monday -Friday 9:00 am to 5:00 pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Kambiz Abdi can be reached on (571 )272-6702. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

/Kambiz Abdi/ Elda Milef 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 3692 Examiner 


